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it. ^lHHmtl/86/2000-^lt)<f).—3lfVPm, 1963 (1963 x?>i 38) ^ IIKI 48 ?Rr 30111 
1lPw«i1’43T3I^45litTS^ xntTWI 3rfV*Pl'^ 

arwii'^in tw PnOT i 


31^ 

if. ^hnpnft/86/2000-^ixM 


^10 4cfl<jR'I xjvJf?]) . 311^^4? 

Wf 

‘pi'Sdi xTfpT ■jqRT (^■4l(il) . P(?qe5t 


3lrtYI 

(f^Rwi, 2001 % 20 xnfei) 


tj? TTPTM W«-dl WT wm ^ ^ ^31# ^ ^ ant ^ xf^SRVi T17 cPirt t ffO 

2. %lft3r t if ^ t :- 

(i) iffl 3nt xpi ifxjot wff xfXR x3i?M nTHTf4*w ^ cwi^ % 3fT?ra if (arffor, 1996 if) ip an^^ 't^tt 
* 11, qiQ if 'j|5l'J| 45) R<rii?i R<4i 'I<11 4^iff% vJ-h^ 14Pft 1)0 xj41ixfl^lt (oiRt'a HWltt ifl'Ji'ii if 

Bfif it xiRtfH ISIfl'fifTm- (Xjxpiflan^) SNT 31T^ fif^ff 4?f if^ 4)) 3fPJ^ WfiRr 411 fttf % IPRUT 
3itfeii *115(1 t I 


3232 GI/2001 


(1) 
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(li) 4^*1 ^ ^ 'H'j 4? 3rr>^ ^3^ ipt chft (Jj3^ A cRn? 

OTcW Ml-fid ^ 'd'Jy'rtJ uraTJPT ^ aiRTT ^ ^rPT % 3f?[7 333 T ^ ejr( Tppff % cP# 

3mf& JPP il-iSKUl % ^JRWf, 4H'<i'I 3ft? ^ ?fl?PT Wit ^ ^?P?TR #nT iRi^t % 

^ ^ <Pi4qiill ^ fe? wif TFT TJW qTTT «Rt ^ WCT ftiJT ^Tqi «}I I 

(ill) ?T?TFr? ^ ?1)(fi%t w?ft5n^ ^ 3t^lfiRT stlftrar wff % ?ner t3?t Tsi^it Ti#r ^urt 

fRn? ^ 4> ?Fnr ^ ?iw (W?fl) ftwFft ^ ^Tqr «iri 

(Iv) T?f^f^?fRT^;F?nTT^^%TOT|;^It0TpT^lf^tmT4t!^fci0^3t?Rr: 20%cfe?, 1996T^?t^ 

PtTTf^r TFT R*r «F? fizr 3ft? 5?T jraJT? 3PT% ftqfe Tnftrq^ TBt TJ?T 
(v) TijT?-»n? ^i?^ % •iiosi^ Ri^ 3T?T aw^r qifJRjj qst ijq % ?Fft Rq^r 
3TRTft ^ % qf^ % aRTWf ^3Tg?rr?f^c!^^cRT^t^Rl^f 4t4tl 

3.1. Rt/H?cT ^ 3Tg?Tr?, ^ 5 ?^t^T ^ ^rac?r Rm ^qj?? aft? ?Tift ?TiRr Tnflffii ?f?eti3it Rst fearM % 

ferr M eJt I RIRT ftrqf&rat W ??I? Rn f ^d t :- 

TFfwn R?rR Rrm 

(I) ^ ^ STTctfSferp RTOTt^?t 1^ % 50 f^qiO WT ^ ^ ^ 3n^ % 30030 22 3^^t?T, 1996 

1996 ^ ^ mSt ^ ^ ^ 18980 im 12 1996 ^ 4 ^ 3511 ^, 1996 fFF ^ 3??# % fe? 

RI?R*R ^ % 3fe? ?q.4t. Xifqg? Tjj^iqr? q?, aJK if qqcFF? ^SIP^srPT vjJHTIH R? oRT^ % fcP? 

eti ??74i7^Tjtf?f^f ej^l 

(il) R?Fi ^ if ^«ffq qi^ qjrft ^ rrrir ^Ts 3I«1RI fStT?Tzt q? Rif Tfri-jq q %?ft 4 

wiT ^ gq; ?TifJRr tf?^ ^ 3f3»# 4t q^ eJt| !j?r tfrU qst *I0 qq?tqt^ fed 5 i?t 3)?4]ya/ q? 

TFFlf % ?T^niil q? (3?qtw 15 ft? ^ {^:^5TF 3ral?t aft? Ptqk Wit R? WJ 60% ^ ^ SflRl? R? ^Ripfild) 
fitefq T# ?PT gqqr? 3F?^ qm «it5r g^rar qqr ®ir I 

(iii) gq: ?1l1SltT wit qqi Tfiqgq BRp qpySf % <10 ?iqtT ??tt XFRTtfi^ f$lO 3ft? <10 ?g«it?t RTt 

wiqldRct w ^.jjt. «f)q^t vfcmrq q? ctFr nw mi Tjq.^t. g3?r-^3?H ^ qtq qqr 2 q^, 1996 m 
TftRFq fit?? 6 Rictq?. 1996 RjI ?? Rj? 1^ W «1II 

(Iv) m ^ RiRT mm^ q?t q?q qtt r^ aft? RnfoiRid wWr it ^ zim m qqr eir :- 

(qr) Tift wit qq.4t. qrog? w?tqn q? cRI^ % f^r? htoi rri «ir rf rtT? «tq if Riq?T ^ qqr qi 
aft? TftRFq fit^ »tt RTR if ?R W ftqr qqr «tf; 5 ?lf^ 5?T Wit ^ RIR^ <f RR ?1»tt #I^q sfC 
RHf^RR «^l 

(?3) qqr TftwT f^ 3ft? Tjq.Tft. Tffgit uoFm R? ^ feiR q?Tq ^ it wit ^ anRqq nit qq itftq 
qic? % ?5q if Riqi rrt qri 

(R) qnq ^ ajwq % q^qi^ wit <10 ?mt ?rtt wriit^ aft? <to qgwnt <r 

q?iR?-R?ra? ?ciiqRiRq m f^ rrt qn <t0 Rwrit^ if itt 1997 if aiqqr Tznqi? 

^ TF? qr 3ft? <t0 wrtN? qinit^ f^, qrqqr q^ qqtntt ?qTfiRr qr? ?ft eftl M 

if, fir;^pqT arqfit RRiqi? 30 f^ qy?^ 3ft? ft?i?F^[5qT if q?ti^ ^ RW qjqif % <t0 gq^tfq^ 
qq^mte^ % qrti q? ftqR q# f^ qq ?Tqyqr I 

Rftftmq -fN? 3ffiF qff>rtf tjov (qfWt?ftan^) 

(!) iff %3Tit%qi^iff^w^?aFqRrffwRwg?iqiqiqeiTtiqqRtqq.4t.'fsif-ganq'T???qHifc?Ri^^f$r(r 
q?Tq % 3iR? eURI RRT qi, Wqn? qtt if rRr^ ^ qW, atRcf: RTR?? ^ feRI RRT qr qiii% 3W 
TjRjqftsn^ qqiiRi qrarqtt anijRt q^ qy? 'Hwi qn 
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(ii) 4^7% afR ^fftTiR/anrom ^ 301^ uft arafir ^ m\ ^ ^ 

*ri?7 Tjft % gjR'JT qm # ^ Tppfl % ^ ^ jjjtp ,pi^ ^ 46.24,690/- % 

if ^ ^ 45T arfjlsr ^ 51/577 ^ q?!^ ift anszw % ww ^ irtt eiri 

’BfTOT mCR wraw T{«li<^ T ^)ftni < >R ( ^<fti;qmj ) 

(I) 4?r ?^T qjq^ ftftrecn afR zrSqrq if ftqW jitT ^ n q ^ia f i 7i5t wajr# gSt ^ anm 4 r^ 

’mfrri 

qiff I ^ wqmRTT qiST 11 

(iii) %tM ^ 7JP ^gf=t^ ^ ^ qn gfT oimiRip ^ tsqraur 4Mt 1% Mtrs 

3fR/3RraT Tj^ -ii^t arqmqjp q ^ afR fiRftq ^ttript q ^ qrq^ ^ #r m ti 

3.2. 45ra^ q?R WtRrqqpr % 

4. afR qm wTjhDiaft q5t qf^if^rtgr ^ftwiafr ^ q^r stRrqj f&rquft ^ 3 # qfcrgfe ^ w ir 4RfR ^ 

«fti 

5.1. ^ q[q^ qft <1 ^tp ^qcfl^ 12 Sf^H, 2001 7P^ qft'fR 4i «ftl •yqqi^ if f ^l^ Rs tf qq el ;- 

itO ^wn q*tW^M TJ#rft (%^ 

(i) ®^^s^^?rqraR3nftcT^vt ^ri ^^iiqRfanijfRfijc^q^^i 

(Ii) ¥q^ f^RSd R^qq ftRrr eiri ^'7R?n^t# ^ ■®Fif q^t ejii 

(ill) 45) ^ iff apiT qrq# if ^ q^ 11 ?qR ^^eqq uqf ftiqr qrr w t? 

(iv) qfe q<ff qqqf iqqi- qj^r t ^ % fcR FqRT qrai q^si^ qtRqr i 

(v) ?q ^ qrqcif ^ ^ if % ^snif wf qf^f^ifiRif % aRplq % qjRff ^ ^ ^ ejf i 

«jrf««T qwq (^iM) 

(i) ^ 7000 4t.q:. iff % ant qq fifqfq qRqi «iti t ■?t^ qqqf fqy^ qi^ qR ^1 |Rrf$n|, s R R n q fSjqy 

wfl^qeqqqri 

(II) ^^fi^Rntqtp^flan^ tamtfqqr^qqsftiff; ti 

(III) qqqjf % foiq afR araq-araq q^rt % t^ ^yqf gjq^ fcrqi eq i ^ arai^ if ^Jt|^j ^ <q ^nsf 
qq ^f afR %qR f^-^^ iff f^ qqr eni 

(iv) 3t<?t^1^f^1^q9fr%^1iR^f^ivr#itqeiTi WT^itqqrq jfff^qmjqtiffqjf^ IMq 

cqqqfq^q^fknl 46 Oim WJ qqftolq-^oqr q>qqff^l 

(v) ^^^f^^TH^qsf^WRanqftqq^^iq^, 

% Pfqfq % ^ if qiqiqqt t atR q«ff qiW ftq qq f I 

ITRCq 9ra^ 

(i) iqifatqqt qrgm 4 qRTRf, 2001 4> qqsRT tftqi«ni ^pqqi'g^ aqqif qqnqnqi 

(II) f^qW# qqRRrarwe-ti ^wffqm^'snqi^enqTtil^ti^^WROT^qtffqRqqqeiTi 

6.2. tRftq if qqq if qiff ^qgqs aRqitvff q?f nftiif % 'ftw iff % ant ^ ftiffq ^ qfall^ qeqrait qq apiai-qsq tt gq 
qqr loiRsq fiftqq q#RT ftsqi f 1 
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5.3. ^ ^ Rutii I?fiii ‘ 1^11 ^ ^ ^^'ir ^tr’TFr % aRT'fe 

^ ^ ^ «ff I TRi ^ jf^JR % HiHe?) c|)r U4>H f^tfSniT eJT, ^ tf? xfip feu f uft ^ ^ 

*ni aft? ^ift' % 45 Bt t', ^ «R?f «f ffr ^ w*i 1^ ^ 

^P^sFiri 

6. t ft5 %#il ’W ■pprai ^■'51({1 ^ jM SRI JTPRt ^ ^ f2lSR ^ *tO 

pi^ ^ lii ppR^r ^ <i^f 6 pr eir, % 5 ^ jipt^ ^ ^appi ^ ti pmstt ssi m P P H fci fe rt f t :- 

(i) <10 c^tcntR qrq; wra^ % <10 ^ipfipt afl^wtftvi ^ ailY ^ *i^, 1997 <1 fSutiF <I ^ 1 ?pi 18 3ril?r, 

1997 ^ 2 1997 % ^ g{I gpsfir ^ fe<T wm ite <1 3000 ^ ^RPI^ -eiraR ^ eil, 1^ 

f^Risv, 1997 

Tirar ^ (W/^ ^ ^ ft eJI; ^ 87 ciRj m f^cRr-^c^? m ^ tt^it ejr i ^i1^ 

qw%aravR^si^iflf^RRllait <1 wit ?cTOrtlciT cfr ^i,36 eirer w<f ttcni 

^ sm ftsR f^ nm aft? Mfi wit s^r ^ anrrt % wM aifirt^, 1963 ^ tim 
53 ^ aicPt^T ^ ^ SR^ % f?^R 'iRttiR sSt ^ f^5r«f-^g?a^ TrRtr ^ 80% ^ ^ s^r 

PMjjf^TTziri 

(ii) wtl <i, <I0 pftsneR qi^ ^ 23 qt, 1996 qt qqjjt frM tt afR 30 qt, 1996 s^t ’(FT.tt. 

ipx^ ^ aRrmq <1 %rr «n, f«Ri<i it ^ wit ss eir, f^Rw xpp ftnir f^Rwr ?raf tr qlsiq <f alR 
qW1iat^RR7raftRqiRiJiHTfl5<rR3TRqreirl Tit^ It ^ Tppfl 14^, 1996 sit f^War qzp eiT I SSTOT 
wit % <t ^ weq 313 ^% ^rtt ^wfJRr swi^ iRgn f^ ^ q ^5 vmrmr nsssj % 

witcRi <1 315 ^% ^ <i qg^ qi? ^ aifit^ fil^ qsr eir, f^Ri^ sjrr qRt qrar # fJfas-^p^P i?ii?r 

ft I "^^IRtt ^ t TRW ^ 24 Rqqtt, 1992 % q^f qi, tt)grR’-14013/23/89-iM 5RT f^t fel qptiRtt 
^ 3im qq fWt qrFT srt wi q? win qtf stt ^r fStcw-Tg5s> qqRt ^ ^ qq ql?iqRT 
mf^mmt t, 80% qqRqiRr <t^i 

7. qiqtr sit wtmtt qs5^ ^ qt wr afR ^qqit <t q®^ fiR nq tisiT % aim qr MeifiSRi 

TRjtci qsrc Krat t > 

(I) (IF) m qpiciT s?i^ ir <10 54^13^4) q<Riqte<t f^rPt^ sit siR ^ wt sr Ttt Pr-w#, aiftw 3iR 
RiPRrq^ wrtt<10 SrftqRqqPRtt (^Rttq) SRTSiP^HqrPRFrtr^T^^^tl 
(^ q? qiq^i qt 1996 ^ qiqf^ tl qiftsTCim <10 qs?iqt^ fciPt^ % Pratef wit sq 

(3Ritq m aqci) hbris w tit «iti ^ qqRiiaft ^ wpq, Pratci qtt ^ qq wff hr 
R lciq-ig^ sit % ^rr Rstq qtt f3>qr sir qissi q? qrqRT Prw-^cS> sit s^jrtt 3fR 
Rsts wit % Ptq sq<?i<s Rqrqqt % sR It ^ t'l 

(ii) qiftss % ansR PtRpiPaq t -■- 

M qif^sssrar ?qn|si % Piq ^ stt iJ^in qsi qn ^tRR qsr sH Siitsitst/Ptf^scnafi ^ wpq 
PRitq ^ qqRnq ant etf I 

m Rpi f^FJtdf ^ fciq fq qrqR If aiffts q^q R qqr sr qqi m qqsit qtRnftci w3 % Piq ssitq 
qq Ptsilq qf^cirq (’3si!q'qi*t, aif^Rsr qfqq ^qr afR PRts-sjas? K 50% ^ 1 

(q) fq SRI % qm sit ft? (qqrq) sqqf turis If sis <t Prats ftrai qqi «ii, qs5R fen qqr 1 1 

(q) ^ aPFfRt qq M tt qPf^iPRit ^ qqifei qsif sir ^ % qisnq R ^ qt qM % Irsqis^ 

^^qqrqRlf qqisRfenqqii ^ 

(iii) qi Pis if s isi sir crqqq 7,000 tt.s. ill sq ansi Prsts srst sni sq^Pt srqqq 2,500 tt.s, qssq feqr ml 
ansT PtRt sir qqRftant SRI Ift ^ '^tsPr sit wsjRt ttPr if qPs^ sjRq swn qrar qw qtf sit 
sir q^i qfe rm s w, tiqqq qtt fern qqri raiftssisiar sq q? sisi t fe fq rsjr q^ ^ qqwr afR 
qqRttant sq t, afR ^ qPf^iPr If q=t sfef SRsr atgfer ttqr 1 



[HiniH—•qn¥4] 




5 


hth '?i^r if ^ 3r?1*i^ ^ Pli^^«c^> % \jftd 

■j^ I ift ^ ^iRT ^ 'ijit ^ sTFjfS ^ P'wiH ?iTcft 'M'jtni'il ^r ^ 

STKR^nRtr «ft, ^ ^ f^tqW % ^TOT 3IFJ d4't)J|d WIR ^sflfeld % if ^ ^ % 

WT if ^ ^ wr ^*IRT ^ MRuilPf^i W WflT 4 Rdr ^#011 ?fT 

i||Rl<Wi;idl ^ WITT T3ftf^ a^t? 3RT WI^T ^IHdiaff ^ w4 ^ Tjff ^RF '(jylSlfl ^ TfR 'H<hdl I ^IPT^ 
^ ?IRft 5 » aift? ti'ici ?RJit ^difoT'ii ^ iJlf^fjjidicii % Pl“Hi«;'t if «pPl<il '•R attfifd? SWRT I 

(iv) * 11*1 % vil'tfl d®£fr % Pl*Mf?iRsci ar^JPF ^ 3i(?l<r tii'4‘7> WT if W ’HO) (II ^ ;- 

(tf!) ■^ffwad ^ <f)l4 f^Rdl sJt I qi«iq if ■Tl*i'<“i ^.4t. vjiqy^ iR ftRfT 'jlTdr ®?r; ^tR' if 

TfF.ift ^^aiTd if «RR ^ Wl 

(^ (ik *nF (arifcT 96 - ^ 3 ^ 1 ^ 96) ^ ^RH ^ iJiftihICIdl aiifftd 7,000 ^.3. wit if ^ RWT 
2,500 wit ^ w ^raJT cni 

(^ RraWRft ^ Hql*i JRIRT W% % WR ^ wit flit 'TTR if ^ 7 F% 

3fR iIRgd % ^tRR it ^ Ft Rlif {^ WI 

(^0 3 ’T q’l*it ^ Rqtq ql*q *Pir^ % (?Hi 3 ^: 'Hll?lt 1 q^lA ^ MtH % FIF7 RTOf CITI 

(^ ?# #Tid ^ ^<IISrd TRT anfflrft ^ w wi 

(^ Frat% wit gd: ^nf&cT ddwr w «n fi|R »tt iiiftdJwidi % 5 ^ ifO c^RRt dir WRidftd 
w ftm crri 

(^ F?r if, ^.4t. ^arpgdrR w ^ ftiiifn ftcr (fedi^ 2 d^, 1996) 6 Rrd«i'< , 1 996 dir tf 

wft^ndzirem 

(R) dR gd: 'tute wit Ptqfcl % feH{ gdRT Htld if c 1 |i|| ddr 81 T ?it dlj RlP}*! ftH if 

!<ll(*lc 1 dR dill ifPlfl * 1 ld didl *IT I 

(?I) 3fdd: Rdtddi i|0 FdetfdfedT wpptt^ % 3?qdT W?R 4d dR i|0 d5tdf#&^ TJW#d ctdifl^JfH dPT 

<j?Rt WPtt wiftd w # efri 

(V) drRrddwr % w an^ wr^ ■5'T tf-p dR fdRT ?d ^ dd 'lird dfR dd dn^rir dd stdRT ftRd t f% drid ^ ^ 
atdd dddt dir gd: dnfiTF dRit dtt 3rgdf?r diH ^ dfH Stw ^ S+ldfl (Rdddd^ Rdddtt aftd dT*tt mRuiiR^Ii 
«)Rdd i ^ an^ ti Rr;-?!^ dF ^Rtt Rrdtw srt wt dt^r ««itfi»d» an^MRor f¥td tl i!RrT% if 
d^tr ftdT t, drTd ^ atdd ftdtd TiTRr dJTrit % ^ Wld dt) atRRT ^ ett; M 1^ if, dvfd ^ ^ 

afdF d»c 5*7 ‘PI*it dif gd; ddf^Td dR^ dtt atgd^ ^dr nrid dtt FtRfdt^t d^f *ftt F^T '(iq4 if 'dF 4t d^ttd^R 
WdT 6 l*ll 'RRtt 4t dl*r^ if dfld ^fd dd (i'dltld dlcfRfildt fed ditt ^1 

5^ dftRfe# if dddt d5t Rdd# 3 )mRpi 4 «ttl afR, 'aR4)ddit/dd‘ddnt ^ w if Fd?d5t dWini 4dt)€) stdi fed 
dd <i|'i4'i 4> 'ti*iiMq' dd (qr*iiRl‘P dfedtd 4t I 

(vi) Rd gd: Rifer dddt dir dRd if gd: RTdl ddl dt 'tqi*llf4<P WT % dd RlR'l fed % afd4q H41 ilfed dTcT 
dTdrddr*Tri ^jiRwitridi if wr Rnir t fe rf argfed err, d4ifedd4idWTd<t ein t^f wi dJRR 

^ dPd d^f $ fe ddTft gfR dw dir wididfer dR fed ddr err afR #feT ^ dWfef ^ntt d'Wfevi 4t ddR fed 
dd^i RrddFtfeimitferdiRfeitdd^fifRdTRderri 

RdtnddT, ^Rd fe SRI Rltt rR fed *iqi %, qfe dddt dir d4t dTd 4) fedT RTd dt 4) ^'H't) RTfedddrctT 
dir ^ WT d 4 t fitRnr; fecfeiga^ dd # d€t i 

FdT dfel if y^RJ'ffd tfe?Rct«nT^li!#fd'>ttfe Wit gd: Rlfed dR^t ^ fed dRd ^TR ^ dTFd Wd ddT 
Bd, 4)41<i) Rqtd <pi*it didfli dFT % alR ^dR®r Rid awtd feitd fed 'fe^RP atdfe' atR feitd dddt 
dd Rig feid-dJRF if 50% ^ ^dl dFT ^ I 

(vll) digot dpfe dir fed fedtt FRt^fd % d^I eld:^ dR^ ^ idftdildidl ^ dlif % fed RRSd ^ # 

'M'piil %; argfei arfet^ d^Ridd Ft Rdidi %■; Mxg rf didRi g^t ddF ^ RiRtt dti 4> f^^ddfedd if 


3 x 53 -q')- 2 *^/-si 
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ti ^ witFI Tj5t am 53 % 3RPk if m?lt Mir 

^ {3imi ^ ^ ?itTTr I 

(viii) ^3ft#tft3n^ aft? ^ ^ fjfzryiT 7>r ^ f. 'Mci ^ wiwsfr 

^ anft fturfiJRfr % ^ ?4if^ipi5wi % ipi whi fisur ti wratf^ m m mm ^ ^ 

^ WRIT 1^, ^ filnn #, iTiig ci* ^ ^ ^ ^l 

%»M w^PR ^ ^ 31^ ^ im ira# ^ ^ aiRJiPPk ^ # atiter ^ ti ijy 

anqicPi^r/I^Rrtcwt ?JimR ^wFmafr % ^ ^ (Pi?wm ^ ^ ^ m 

'H<pai I 

(IX) ^ ^^^PTTinjDf ^zra^K ^ an^ oFti^ % ^ir ijiJ ijst ^ 11 ^ f?P sm fttf 

T7ci«4^^t3(r^?T^t [^qiirOT^^e^. wi5). ^ ^ ?W®?r 

^ *10 cflrintiv ^ f^?5TO w a^iw TiraraTP R*tgjp ^ am ft?t*r ^ % 

en I ^lf?f ^1, i)if!iq>iqmi 5^1 R^R % >JiS Plu)ir ^fiRT ^ ^ ^RiTfT I 

*11*1 (?i %) tflcHiy'i icrrg; wirSifT % wini # afl? ^ fSfsztr eir, % 

^ ^ ^ H(?| 4 .c 1 STTI % 4 l€t ^ fMir WfePTR ^ ^TRXJI % ^ if '^fRg>R Tjit ^^c^Ig^ ^ 

^ tl ^ 3ff^ 5|j(t g>^ orr ifRicfT TRit% m fijRft ^ w ^(5) 

3|^)fim'll{lHcil ^ WIT ^ 5TT fiTotl? ^ iniTcTI «!IT, Tsit ^;I5R?T 31^^^ ijit W?T ^ ^ qTT^ ?5t 

*fFT % afrt^TRT ipt ^ ^ ^ ^^^pffTI ^uftwrar ^ qiwra» ftlWcI ^ ^TPtit t f^ 

*n*T^ ^ ^ ^PTT^ tfiw RI*J ^ ^ ^ # I 

^ ^ ^ ^[0^“ ^ 3pT f^^tbllSlfliW i; UB *TIJTRT TfW RifitWT Mr % feT? ^ f I 

^SIHtTi Him 3l|2|pi<i*i ^ tiw 53 % 3(fl'lil *11*1I') (3TfJtcS%T) 3?!^ ^ 3Rtg»C qiHT ^ v3M^tP Wj | Jj | cH^ ^T 
^ ^Tlfttri ^ T cfr RllSTWr ^ ^ ^ ^ ift 5^ ir f^qiT^ 

RTRT ^ % ferf ^ f^rofe % ^ fipjJT ^ 11 

8. qRufWW^q, ^gxT^ ^ 3^R WT % 3TISJR tR xfgt jnj&wr c^ i(0 ^ gtfrqR*T ifM ^ tlrf^ if 

^ mt ^ M afR ?RfHR ^ fJJnTT «naT tl 


T^R. ^frm, aT«q«ir 
iii/iv/l43/200i/3rer. ] 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the llth October, 2001 

No. TAMP/86/2000-KPT.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 48 of the M^or Port 
Trusts Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for M^or Ports hereby disposes of the representation of 
M/s Krishna Cleanng Agency relating to imposition of demurrage on storage of wheat flour at Transit shed at 
the Kandla Port Trust as in the Order appended hereto 
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SCHEDULE 

NQ.TAMP/8a/2000-KPT 


M/s. Krishna Clearing Agency 


Applicant 


V/8. 


The Kandia Port Trust 


Respondent 


ORDER; 

(Passed on this 20th day of September 2001) 


This case relates to a representation made by M/s. Krishna Clearing Agency (KCA) 
against imposition of demurrage charges on their storage of wheat flour at Transit Shed at the 
Kandia Port Trust (KPT). 


2. The KCA has made the following points in its representation: 

(i). The entire cargo of wheat flour was brought Inside (April 96) the Port with the sole 
intention of shipment by nominating a ship which was withdrawn, as its principals, 
M/s. Eclectic Exports Limited could not offer the required quantity due to suspension 
of wheat supply to the flour mills by the Food Corporation of India (FCI) following a 
change In the Government policy. 


(ii) . The cargo, thus left over in the Port as unshipped, was kept inside the port with an 

expectation of a suitable feeder vessel to carry even the smaller available parcel 
ready in the port by incurring further expenditure on the shed-demurrage. Due to 
storage of cargo for a longer period, the cargo was damaged during the monsoon 
and cyclonic weather. A part of the cargo was removed out of the port area for re¬ 
processing with port's permission to make it export worthy. 

(iii) . By the time the cargo was made again ready for shipment together with the part 

cargo, which was expected from the FCI godowns in view of the modified policy of 
the Government, the relevant letter of credit (L/C) had become inactive. 


(iv) . Despite suffering heavy financial losses. M/s. Eclectic Exports Ltd., finally managed 

to export the entire cargo on 20 September 96 thereby fulfilling their export 
obligation. 

(v) . Inspite of repeated requests, the KPT did not grant waiver of demurrage as per the 

jDrovisions of its Scale of Rates Inspite of the party making all-out efforts to fulfil its 
export obligation. 

3.1. In accordance with the procedure prescribed, a copy of the representation of the 

KCA was fon/varded to the Kandia Port Trust and all the concerned user-organisations for 
comments. The comments received are summarised below: 


Kandia Port Truat (KPT) 

(i) . The KCA had, on account of M/s. Eclectic Exports Ltd., stored a quantity of 30030 

bags and 18980 bags of wheat flour each weighing 50 Kg. inside the Transit Shed 
for a period from 22 April 1996 to 7 June 1996 and 12 June 1996 to 4 July 1996 
respectively for shipment against the vessel M.V. JAIPUR, later on amended to 
M.V. HUA-CHUAN. The shipment was withdrawn due to change In the Government 
policy. 

(ii) . Due to acute shortage of storage space in the Port area the cargo was not allowed 

to be reprocessed either at the Transit Area or at the rented godown, and was 
removed by the M/s. Eclectic Exports Ltd., from the Port area by making payment of 
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th9 demurrage charge on survey rejected / shut-out cargo (i.e., calculated on the 
basis of 15 days free period and 50% rebate as applicable to export cargo). 

(iii) . The reprocessed cargo was transferred to M/s. Raja Rani Exports Ltd., and M/s. 

United Lumbers and loaded on vessel M.V. VICKO after filing fresh shipping bill. 
The shipping bill dated 2 May 96 in the name of M.V. HUA-CHUAN was cancelled 
on 6 September 96. 

(iv) . The representation received from the party was examined in depth and a regret 

reply was sent for the following reasons; 

(a) . The cargo which was brought to be loaded on vessel M.V. JAIPUR was 

taken out of the Port area, and the shipping bill was also later on cancelled: 
therefore, all the transactions in respect of the cargo were treated as 
closed. 

(b) . The fresh shipping bill and the amival of the cargo from out of the Port area 

to load on the vessel M.V. VICKO was treated as a fresh consignment, 

(c) . The cargo after shifting from the Port areas was transferred to M/s. Raja 

Rani Exports Ltd., and M/s. United Lumbers in part. Also, M/s. Eclectic 
Exports Ltd., had closed their business during 1997 and established a new 
company called M/s. Commodities Exchange Corporation Ltd., New Delhi. 
That being so, the argument of M/s. Eclectic Exports Ltd., to extend the free 
period of 30 days or grant of any waiver of demurrage could not be 
entertained. 


(I). This Is an old case of demurrage charges In respect of wheat flour. The cargo was 
brought inside the Port for shipment per M.V. ‘HUA-CHUAN’ which was 

ultimately withdrawn due to change of Government policy as the FCI could not 
supply the remaining quantity. 

(ii). The matter has already been taken up with the Chairman (KPT) requesting him to 
re-consider the matter and grant 30 days free period excluding Sunday/holidays and 
condone the delay caused for the cargo detained in the Port due to the 
circumstances beyond their control and to waive the demumage charges amounting 
to Rs.46,24,690/-. 


(i). The KPT must go Into the merit of the case and the genuineness of the problems 
which the exporter faced in the instant case. 

(Ii). The KPT has since September 1996 did not even think It fit to communicate any of 
its decisions on the subject matter to the parties concerned which is Inexcusable. 

(III). The KPT shall interpret the Scale of Rates in a practical manner so as to ensure 
that no exporter and / or its agent is put through unnecessary hardship and financial 
losses as is happening in the instant case. 

3.2. The Kandla Port Steamship Agents’ Association has not sent any comments. 

4. A copy each of the comments received from the KPT and the representative bodies 

of port users was sent to the KCA as feed back information. 
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5.1. A Joint hearing in this qasa was held on 12 April 2001 at the KPT premises. At the 
Joint hearing the following submissions were made: 

M/b. KtUhna Clearing Agency (KCA) 

(I). We had continuously been appealing to the KPT. They have not heard our plea at 
all. 

(il). We have given a written submission. All documents are there to show that the cargo 
was the same. 

(ill). The KPT has given waiver in other similar cases. Why discriminate against us? 

(iv) . If It Is treated as the same cargo, our claim for remission will be enhanced. 

(v) . We will give a list of cases where, under similar circumstances, the Board of 

Trustees of the KPT had given remissions. 

The Kandia Port Trust (KPT) 

(i) . They were to export 7000 MT of wheat flour. They could not assemble the entire 

cargo. The vessel, therefore, left without the cargo. 

(ii) . May be, the PCI had changed its system; but, the KPT is not concerned with that. 

(III). They took back the cargo for cleaning and reaggregation. For this period they were 

given all available benefits and, were charged only the demurrage leviable. 

(iv). The final export was a different transaction involving different parties. Even if it is 
treated as the same transaction, there is no particular benefit to accrue. The 
. demurrage of Rs.46 lakhs would not go down. 

(V). The fact that the Port could not allot them space does not make any difference. 
This case has been treated as export of the same cargo from inside the port and all 
the benefits admissible have been given. 

Tha Kandia Custom House Aoants' Aasociaflon (KCHAA) 

(i) . We have given our response vide our letter dated 4 January 2001. Please take that 

into account. 

(ii) . The bona fides of the exporter are clear. They had to take the cargo out because 

the KPT could not allot them space. 

5.2. The KCA filed a written submission giving the chronology of the events relating to 
the export of the wheat flour along with the copies of all the relevant documents in this regard. 

5.3. At the Joint hearing it was decided that the KCA would furnish the inforrnation about 
the cases in which, under similar circumstances, the Board of Trustees of the KPT had given 
remissions. The KPT had been required to give a note on how the similar cases were dealt with 
earlier; and, if, as alleged by the KCA, there were a comparative cases, then the KPT might explain 
the reasons for giving differential treatment to the KCA. 

6 . The KPT has Informed that the KCA’s reference was relating to the two cases of 

M/s. Liladhar Pasoo Forwarders, considered for remission of demurrage charges by the Board of the 
KPT, which are not similar to the case of the KCA in reference. The gist of these cases is as follows: 

(I). M/s. Liladhar Pasoo Fonwarders had on behalf of M/s. Satnam Overseas Limited 
had stored a quantity of 3000 tonnes of Basmati rice in the transit shed for the 
period between 18 April 1997 to 2 May 1997 for shipment to Jeddah In May 1997, 
which could take place only In September 1997. The consignment was delayed an 
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account of non-opening of L/C by the foreign buyer despite its verbal and written 
confirmation; and, hence, the demurrages to the extent of Rs.87 lakhs was accrued 
to the party, which would have been to the extent of R8.1.36 lakhs only had the 
party removed the cargo from transit-account to rental- account. This case was 
considered by the Board of Trustees of the KPT and it was decided to waive 80% of 
the demurrage charges accrued on the advice of the Government to examine the 
case under Section 53 of the MPT Act, 1963 for extending some concession to the 
export cargo. 

(il). In the other case. M/s. Liladhar Pasoo Forwarders made a shipment of the rice on 
23 May 1996 and 30 May 1996 per vessel MV Harmony B and M.V. Kapitan K, out 
of which some cargo was shutout which was kept partly at the godown on rental 
terms and the balance In the transit shed on transit terms. The cargo kept at the 
godown was cleared on 14 June 1996. With respect to the balance cargo, the 
shipper had submitted ail the related documents including Customs permission; 
however, grant of permission at the Traffic Manager’s office was delayed by more 
than a month resulting in accrual of a huge amount of demurrage. The Board of 
Trustees remitted 80% of the demurrage charges on the basis of the guidelines 
prescnbed by the Government vide its letter No.PR-14013/23/69-PG dated 24 
January 1992, which stipulates consideration of waiver of demurrage charges in 
case the port is not able to deliver the goods in time. 

7. With reference to the totality of Information collected during the processing of this 

case, and based on the arguments advanced at the joint hearing, the following position emerges 

(1). (a). The case arises from a petition filed by M/s. Knshna Clearing Agency 

(KCA), a Clearing, Forwarding, and Shipping Agent's company in Kandia, 
acting on behalf of M/s. Eclectic Exports Limited. 

(b). The case pertains to the year 1996. The Petitioner was handling an export 
cargo (viz., wheat flour) of M/s. Eclectic Exports Limited. Because of some 
problems, the export could not be effected resulting in levy of demurrage on 
the unexported cargo. The case is about the levy of this demurrage as also 
about concessions available to export cargo. 

(ii). The grounds of the petition are as follows: 

(a) . The Petitioner was not to blame for the lapse. Problems came in the way of 

the export because of third party actions/inactions. 

(b) . The special considerations shown (e.g., grant of extra free time and a 50% 

rebate in demurrage) to encourage exports were unjustly denied in this 
case. 

(c) . The significance of the fact that the (same) cargo was In fact subsequently 

exported has been ignored. 

(d) . Relief through remission granted on earlier occasions to affected parties in 

similar circumstances has been discriminately denied in this case. 

(lii). The Petitioner was to export about 7,000 MT of wheat flour. They had aggregated 
about 2,500 MT. The balance could not be aggregated because of a change in the 
Government policy halting supply of wheat by the FCI to flour mills. As a result, the 
shipment could not move. It Is the Petitioner’s contention that the entire blame is 
thus on the Government and on the FCI; and, it will be unfair to penalise them In the 
circumstance. 

It is not reasonable for an exporter to cite such extraneous factors in support of a 
claim against a Port Trust. Even if It is a fact that there was indeed a change in the 
Government policy interrupting supply of wheat to the exporter, it has to be viewed 
as a legitimate business risk faced by the exporter; it cannot be used as an 
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argument to require the Port Trust to absorb the consequential hardships. As rt 
happens, the Petitioner does not seem to have covered well his flanks to protect 
himself against such business risks and other eventualities. The recounting below 
of some of the more relevant facts governing this case will throw more light on the 
gaps in the Petitioner’s performance. 

(iv) . The following sequence of facts governing this case can be seen to be more 

meaningful: 

(a) . There was no fixity about the sailing schedule. The shipment was originally 

against vessel M. V. JAIPUR', It was later changed to M. V. HUA-CHUAN. 

(b) . Even during the three month period (April 96 - July 96) the Petitioner could 

aggregate only about 2,500 MT of cargo as against the required 7,000 MT. 

(c) . Instead of making strident efforts to come up with alternative arrangements, 

the cargo was allowed to lie in the port area and get damaged in the 
monsoon season. 

(d) . The damaged cargo had to be taken out of the port area for re-processing 

to make it export-worthy. 

(e) . In the meanwhile, the Letter of Credit relating to the transaction became 

inactive. 

(f) . Even as the cargo was being re-processed, it was transferred by the 

Petitioner to M/s. Raja Rani Exports Limited and M/s. United Lumbers. 

(g) . In the circumstance, the Shipping Bill in the name of M.V. HUA-CHUAN 

(dated 2 May 96) was cancelled on 6 September 96. 

(h) . When the re-processed cargo was brought into the port again for export, it 

was treated by the KPT as a fresh consignment covered by a new Shipping 
Bill. 

(i) . Ultimately, the exporters M/s. Eclectic Exports Limited closed their business 

and established another Company M/s. Commodities Exchange 
Corporation. 

(v) . The Petitioner has once again sought to shift the blame for the whole thing on to the 

Port by alleging that refusal of permission to re-process the cargo within the port 
area was responsible for Its (forced) evacuation from the port area and all the 
consequential complications. This is indeed a most extraordinary stand for any 
’’exporter to take. As argued by the KPT, there was acute shortage of storage space 
Inside the port even for export-worthy cargo; that being so, there was very little 
manoeuvrability for the port to permit re-processing of damaged cargo within the 
port area. It has to be recognised in this context that, in any case, the port area is 
not meant for ‘processing’ activities. 

The evacuation of the cargo in the circumstance was inevitable. And, its declaration 
as ‘rejected / shut-out’ cargo was a natural corollary resulting in ‘closure’ by the 
KPT of the original transaction. 

(vl). When the re-processed cargo re-entered the port it was naturally treated as a fresh 
consignment covered by a new Shipping Bill. The Petitioner has contended that 
this was unfair since the cargo was exactly the same. This contention is just not 
tenable for the reason that the cargo had been transfemed to another party and all 
the documents relating to the transaction had also changed. The fact remains that 
the first consignment was not exported. 
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Incidentally, as has rightly been stressed by the KPT, even If the cargo is treated as 
the same, it will not entail any particular benefit to the Petitioner; the demurrage will 
still be the same. 

It is noteworthy in this connection that, notwithstanding the fact that the cargo was 
taken out of the port area for re-processing, the KPT continued to treat it as export 
cargo and extended the benefits available viz., ‘free period’ as for export and a 50% 
rebate in demurrage applicable to export cargo. 

(vii). Treating the whole case as one transaction without any intermption may have some 
implication for the Petitioner’s claim for remission; the request may become more 
tenable; but, that Is a matter entirely within the discretion of the Board of Trustees. 
It shall not be possible (or, even, appropriate) for this Authority to attempt to 
adjudicate on matters within the purview of the Board of Trustees under Section 53 
of the Major Port Taists Act. 

(vlii). The GCCI and the KCHAA have strongly supported the case of the Petitioner with 
observations about ‘circumstances beyond the control or the KCA’, ‘merits of the 
case’, ‘genuineness of the export’s problems’, etc. While all this may be factually 
correct, as has earlier been cited in this analysis, these are arguments extraneous 
to the KPT’s considerations. The KPT does not get any grant-in-aid from the 
Government; It is expected to be self-reliant financially. It cannot, therefore, afford 
to loss its legitimate revenue earnings because of business problems of Importers/ 
exporters. 

(ix). The Petitioner has cited two earlier cases to allege discriminatory treatment. As can 
be seen from the facts given by the KPT [please see paragraph 6 above], the 
consideration shown to M/s. Liladhar Pasoo Forwarders in their case pertaining to 
vessels M/.V. HONEY B and M.V. KAPITAN K was because of the delay caused by 
the Traffic Manager’s office. That being so, the Petitioner cannot seek to draw any 
benefit by citing it as a precedent. 

In the other case where M/s. Liladhar Pasoo Forwarders had acted on behalf of 
M/s. Satnam Overseas Limited, the KPT had shovvn special consideration to grant 
remission. Only, the ‘advice of the Government’ has been cited by the KPT as a 
reason for the special consideration. This response of the KPT cannot be said to 
hold much force because this was also a case of delay In export due to 
recalcitrance of a third party which cannot justify any demand for the port to forgo its 
legitimate revenue earnings. In the event, the Petitioner can have a genuine 
grievance that the same standards are not being applied to grant of remission in 
their case. 

Be that as It may, grant of remission is entirely within the discretion of the Board of 
Trustees: it is not a matter open for adjudication by this Authority. Parties aggrieved 
by such (allegedly) arbitrary Orders under Section 53 of the Major Port Trusts Act 
have to seek redress in the appropriate court of law, Neither can this Authority do 
anything about it nor can It be cited as a precedent to seek from this Authority 
concessions in tariffs. 

8 . In the result, and for the reasons given above, and based on a collective application of mind, 
this Authority finds no merit In the petition of M/s. Krishna Clearing Agency; and, ^cordingly, rejects 
it. 

S. SATHYAM, Cbainnan 
[ADVT. IMV/143/2001/Exly.] 
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